July 7, 2005

MCIC Minutes


 July 7, 2005 

Minutes of Meeting


   



Marlborough Capital Improvements Committee

   



Marlborough School Library, 6:00 p.m.

 

Present -  


William Hale, Ted Mead, Sylvie Rice, John Northcott, Carol Mackinnon

   



Susan Leach, Mike Briggs, Wayne Crowell and Tim Ruehr

 

Absent -  


Dan Demmons.

 

 

 

The Meeting was called to order at 6:04 p.m.

 

The meeting began with Mr. Hale asking the minute taker, Jill Wdowiak, to make a correction on the 

June 21st minutes.  The correction should be made to the first line of the last paragraph on page one.  That line should read “The committee agreed that all of the short listed firms were well qualified.”   The error has been corrected.  A motion was made to accept the June 21, 2005 minutes as amended.  The motion was second.  The motion passed unanimously.

 

1. Review Proposals and Interview Session of A/E firms (award project to selected firm)

 

Mr. Mead reported to the committee his findings after H.L. Turner Group reference calling was made. 

 

 

Q:  What were the strong points and over all impression of the H.L. Turner Group?

 

A:  They found the Turner Group to be state of the art, to have great communication skills, to be receptive to change, to have high design standards, to be pleasant and patient, practical, good contractor management, great presentation, very accessible and good educators.

 

Q:  What aspects did you find the most challenging?

A:  There was very little that was challenging.  They handled the board well, was very

         
accessible, any differences in design were resolved and they were a pleasure to work with.

 

 

Q:  If you had to do over again, would you work with H.L. Turner Group again?

 

  

A:  Yes, absolutely, they would highly recommend them.  They take criticism well; they are          
accountable and pulled no surprises.  

Mr. Ruehr requested that Mr. Mead and Mr. Briggs summarize their overall findings from their inquiries.  Mr. Mead said he thought the references were extremely positive and felt Turner was a impressive firm based on the references.  He had learned nothing in his work to cause reason to question the quality and reputability of the firm.

 

Q:  Were there any designs that the firm fell short on?

 

  

A:  The firm is accountable and are good at addressing/resolving any problems that may arise.

Q:  Is there anyone else that they suggest we talk to in regards to H.L. Turner Group?

 

A:  They suggested that we speak with the superintendent, school board, selectman, site manager, committee chairman and the project manager from the construction firm.

 

Mr. Briggs reported to the committee his findings after Harriman Associate’s reference calls were made.

 


Q:  What were the strong points and over all impression of the Harriman Associates?

 

A:  They found Harriman Associates to be the best group they’ve ever worked with.  They did a great job selling the project and used tools to identify needs.  The team is fast and works well with large groups of people.

 


Q:  What aspects did you find the most challenging?

 

A:  Harriman came in over budget but pared back and the project was done within budget.  A miscalculation was done in the planning stages.

 

 
Q:  If you had to do over again, would you work with H.L. Turner Group again?

 

A:  Yes. They were impressed with the wonderful tools used to assess needs.  In fact the reference was familiar with both the Harriman & H.L. Turner firms and said that they were both great firms. His only concern was that Harriman was a further distance away.  He suggested that we go with H.L. Turner Group because they are in our back yard (Concord, NH) and are more familiar to the area.

 

Q:  Were there any designs that the firm fell short on?

 

A:  Mr. Briggs hadn’t uncovered any significant shortfalls.  Ms. Rice raised an issue concerning a pipe which had burst at one of the schools.  Mr. Briggs answered that he had not received any additional information on the matter.  

Overall, Mr. Briggs reported that he felt Harriman was very reputable and could perform the project to our satisfaction.  He received all positive references despite his effort to uncover something to the contrary.  One reference did suggest that if Harriman and Turner were his finalists that you may want to consider location when selecting.  Mr. Briggs strongly recommended Harriman based on his reference inquiry.

The next task was for the committee to complete the Architectural Firm Selection Form, which you will find attached.  After completing the top portion “Minimum Evaluation Criteria”, the committee voted YES unanimously.

 

The following are the results from the “Comparative Evaluation Criteria”.

Scoring:             (3) highly advantageous           (2) advantageous 
       (1) not advantageous

 

            



      
   Harriman Associates            H.L. Turner Group, Inc.

                





(3)     (2)     (1)                     (3)        (2)       (1)

Question 1 

# of votes   

 8        8



8
8

 

Question 2 

# of votes   

 8        8



8
8

 

Question 3 

# of votes  

 8        8



8
8

 

Question 4 

# of votes   

 8        8



8
8

 

Question 5

 # of votes   

7         1                      

5    
3

 

Question 6 

# of votes   

6         2                

3    
5

 

Question 7
 
# of votes  

2         2          


2         
2

 

Question 8 

# of votes  

6         1          


5         
2 

               



   

_______     


________

  


Total  votes     
 
   171              

    
    167





 

Before hearing the results, the committee voted to take a non-binding straw poll.  The results were a tie; 4 votes for Harriman Associates and 4 votes for H.L. Turner Group, Inc.  Mr. Demmons emailed his preference for Turner because he was unable to attend the meeting.   Each committee member then shared their thoughts about each architectural firm and whom they preferred.  The group was very satisfied with both firms.  There were several arguments made for using a more local firm.  After lengthy discussion a motion was made by Mr. Mead to recommend awarding the project to the H.L. Turner Group, Inc.  Ms. Rice seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.
2.  Update from site-selection committee

 

Mrs. Mackinnon confirmed that the letter’s to the abutters have been sent out.  Mr. Crowell shared with the committee that he has received 3 phone calls from people in the community who have concerns.   The site-selection committee informed the callers that they have potential interest in M&M Bracelet’s building on Wilcox Court.   The next step is to contact the land owners/abutters to find if there is any potential interest in selling.   Members of the committee will visit 3-5 of the sites on Monday, July 11th.   They will make a list of the potential sites and narrow down the list of those that will be approached to assess their interest in parting with their property.

3.  Other

 

 Community Action - To involve as many people as possible and get the opinions of the community at an architect planning session.

 

Communication to the town of Marlborough - Notify the community when an architect firm is chosen - perhaps a press release or a “meet the architect night.”

 

 

 

4.  Future Agenda and Meeting Date

 

 
The committee set the following future meetings at Marlborough School:

 

 
July 19th 
6:00 - 8:00 p.m. 
Approve meeting minutes of June 28 and July 7, 2005







Site Selection Committee Update
 


 

July 26th  
6:00 - 8:00 p.m.  
David Proven Workshop 

 

 

 

 The meeting adjourned at 9:03 p.m.
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